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Abstract: In this paper, I explore the creative use of biblical traditions in so-called
“magical” texts through a detailed analysis of the crucifixion tradition on Brit.
Lib. Or. 6796(4), 6796, a seventh-century CE spell for exorcism. I examine three over-
lapping ways in which the practitioner interacts with the crucifixion story: selection
and arrangement of pre-existing traditions; invention of new elements of the story;
and the juxtaposition of word and image. I then reflect on the implications of the cru-
cifixion tradition in this spell for analyzing the relationship between biblical tradi-
tions and metonymy in “magical” texts, more generally.
Introduction
Scholarship on ancient magic over the past couple decades has highlighted the cre-
ative and often improvised nature of ancient curative, exorcistic, and protective rit-
uals.¹ In fact, the ancient “magician” can now be described as a “bricoleur,” who cre-
atively collects and synthesizes disparate materials for the concerns at hand.² This
revised view of magic and its practitioners represents an important corrective to
more conservative portraits of ritual practice, whereby faithful reproduction of pre-
existing protocols is thought to be absolutely necessary for the efficacy of a ritual
performance.³ Yet, despite this recent trend in scholarship to emphasize the practi-
tioner’s more artistic side, scholars have yet to appreciate fully the relationship be-
tween creativity and the use of biblical and parabiblical traditions for ritual power.
In this essay, I explore the intersections of creativity, biblical tradition, and
“magic” during late antiquity through a close examination of Jesus’ crucifixion as
presented in an early-seventh-century CE Coptic spell for exorcism (Brit. Lib.
 E.g., Graf , ; Dickie , ; Versnel , ; Gordon , –.
 Frankfurter , . The disparate materials on a given artifact are often unhelpfully associated
with language of religious identification. Thus, one can find claims that a single amulet juxtaposes
“Christian” and “Jewish” elements (e.g., Hunt , ; de Bruyn and Dijkstra , –);
however, this approach to labeling the elements on amulets imposes foreign categories of religious
self-identification onto the amulets (for further discussion, see Sanzo a, –).
 E.g., Malinowski , .
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Or. 6796[4], 6796).⁴ After offering a brief description of Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(4), 6796, I
outline how the practitioner has constructed an innovative tradition of the crucifix-
ion of Jesus. I then argue that this ritual specialist’s sustained reflection on the cru-
cifixion provides important insight into the manifold ways biblical traditions were
conceptualized and appropriated for so-called “magical” purposes. I further contend
that this complexity ought to qualify how scholars of ancient magic understand the
relationship between metonymic reference and names of notable biblical characters,
especially Jesus.
 Ed. princ. Kropp a, – (J); b, – (XV). Marvin Meyer has provided an English
translation of this spell in Meyer and Smith , –. Photos of the crucifixion drawing on
 can be found in Kropp , table . and Meyer and Smith ,  (no. ). For basic
descriptions of this spell, see also Meyer and Smith , –; LDAB/TM . On the
basis of handwriting, Walter Crum dates this spell to around  CE (Kropp a, xi). This spell
was designed to cast out (ⲛⲟⲩϫⲉ) various “demonic” and “magical” threats “…from one hundred
years downward and twenty-one miles around (ϫⲓⲛ ⲛϣⲉ ⲛ̅ⲣⲟⲙⲡ̣ⲉ ⲉⲡⲉⲥⲏ̣ ̣ⲧ ⲁⲩⲱ ϫⲟⲩⲧⲟⲩⲉ ⲙ̅ⲙ̣ⲓ ̈ⲗ̣ⲓ ̈ⲟ̣ⲥ̣ ̣
ⲉⲩⲕⲱⲧ̣ⲉ).” For another Coptic spell designed to exorcize demonic forces from an expansive perimeter,
see Brit. Lib. Or.  (Kropp , –; Kropp a, –; Meyer and Smith , –
).
Fig. 1 Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(4), 6796 (Courtesy of the British Library)
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I Description of Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(4), 6796
The Coptic spell under investigation was written across two sheets of papyrus, which
are now housed in the British Library—Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(4) and 6796 (see fig. 1).⁵ The
first page of the spell, Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(4), measures 34.5 cm (long) x 24 cm (wide). It
consists of three pieces of papyrus that have been joined, with the fibers running in
alternating directions (ll. 1– 14 →; ll. 15–33 ↓; ll. 34–37 →). The second page of the
spell, Brit. Lib. Or. 6796, measures 34.5 cm (long) x 25 cm (wide). This page also con-
sists of three pieces of papyrus that have been joined, again with the fibers running
in alternating directions (ll. 38–50 →; ll. 51–60 ↓; ll. 61–65 →). The text of this exor-
cistic spell might be usefully divided into eight sections:
1. The Trishagion followed by a prayer of Jesus on the cross (ll. 1– 10).
2. A discourse between Jesus and a unicorn (ll. 10–23).
3. A series of invocations (ll. 23–30).
4. An adjuration of the father and various angels (ll. 31–45).
5. Instructions for the offering (ll. 46–48).
6. Instructions for preparing the ritual bowl (ll. 49–52).
7. The drawing of the crucifixion, including names written in “ring-script” (ll. 53–
59).
8. Some final instructions (ll. 60–65).⁶
Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(4), 6796 is part of a portfolio of four spells, the other three of which
are likewise housed in the British Library: Brit. Lib. Or. 6794; Brit. Lib. Or. 6795; Brit.
Lib. Or. 6796(2), (3), (1).⁷ While the style of the handwriting and pictures suggests that
a single individual wrote all four spells, each spell was composed for a different pur-
pose.⁸ Brit. Lib. Or. 6794 seems to have been written in order to obtain a good singing
voice. In ll. 29–30, we read “…and he (i.e., Davithea) gives me a voice without
hoarseness, which does not crack, without roughness, which glides to the heights…”⁹
 Also on the basis of handwriting, Crum implies that these manuscripts may have been from Thebes
(Kropp a, xi). LDAB/TM date these manuscripts to the late-fifth or early-sixth century CE (LDAB/
TM ).
 Although this paper is oriented around select portions of Brit. Lib. Or. (), , I encourage
the reader to consult the translation of this entire spell (Appendix ). It should be noted that, in order
to avoid unnecessary confusion, I follow the original line divisions of Kropp a,  (also followed
by Meyer and Smith , ).
 I examined these manuscripts at the British Library on – August, . For similar collections
in Coptic, see the London Hay collection (, , , , ) and the so-called
“Coptic Wizard’s Hoard” in the Michigan collection (P. Mich. –, ). On the latter, see
the analyses of Worrell , – and Mirecki .
 Kropp a, xi; Meyer and Smith , .
 Translation by Richard Smith in Meyer and Smith , . P. Berlin  and P. Yale  (first
text) are also Coptic spells designed for acquiring a good singing voice (see Meyer and Smith ,
–, no.  and Meyer and Smith , –, no. ).
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A musical function for this spell is reinforced by the inclusion of a picture of a figure
holding what seem to be bells and a kithara.¹⁰ Brit. Lib. Or. 6795, on the other hand,
is a spell for good fishing; ll. 42–44 of this spell read, “Ordain for me myself, today—
me, Severus, son of Joanna—Raphael your archangel, and let him collect every spe-
cies of fish for [me]…”¹¹ Once again, the function of the spell is reinforced by a pic-
ture. In the case of Brit. Lib. Or. 6795, there is an image of a man who has successfully
caught a fish on a hook, which is attached to a fishing line.¹² Finally, Brit. Lib.
Or. 6796(2), (3), (1), is a prayer to Mary for protection and is likely to be part of a larg-
er Marian “magical” tradition that extended throughout late antiquity and beyond.¹³
Like the other spells, Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(2), (3), (1) includes a picture of a figure (pre-
sumably Jesus Christ); however, much of this picture is lost due to a lacuna in the
manuscript, and it is thus not helpful in reconstructing the specific occasion for
the spell.¹⁴
It is particularly interesting that, while Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(4), 6796 is a spell that
does not specify the name of the client, the other three spells claim to have been writ-
ten for a single client: “Severus son of Joanna” (Brit. Lib. Or. 6795; Brit. Lib. Or. 6796
[2], [3], [1]), alternatively spelled, “Severus son of Anna” (Brit. Lib. Or. 6794).¹⁵ That
Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(4), 6796 is linked to spells that appear to have been utilized by
an actual client named Severus may suggest that this Severus performed the rite pre-
scribed in Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(4), 6796 or used the two manuscripts as an applied ex-
orcistic or protective device; however, it must be stressed that there are no traces of
folding—a physical feature that in some cases indicates applied usage.¹⁶ At the very
least, the existence of other texts written by the same ritual specialist assists us in
interpreting various elements in the text of Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(4), 6796.
 Meyer and Smith , .
 Translation by Richard Smith in Meyer and Smith , .
 It is likely that this figure is Jesus, since the nomen sacrum for Jesus is written twice (once on the
figure).
 For other versions of this spell, see P. Heid. Inv. Kopt. ; P. Iand. Inv. Nr.  A B; Coptic
Mus. ; Brit. Lib. Or.  (ll. –). For discussion, see Meyer ; Meyer .
 In the extant manuscript, the nomen sacrum ⲓⲥ̅ ̅ and an alpha are written respectively above and
below a figure on the right side of the manuscript. The right side of this picture is fragmentary, but
Angelicus Kropp was able to decipher the nomen sacrum ⲭ ̅ⲥ ̅ (above) and an omega (below) (Kropp
a, ; cf. Meyer and Smith , ). It is thus likely that the depicted figure is Jesus Christ.
 Meyer and Smith , .
 For important qualifications about the relationship between folding and applied amuletic usage,
see de Bruyn a, –.
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II Innovation and the Crucifixion Tradition on Brit.
Lib. Or. 6796(4), 6796
In this section, I reconstruct the crucifixion tradition in the text of Brit. Lib. Or. 6796
(4), 6796. I focus my attention on three overlapping ways that the practitioner has
engaged creatively with the crucifixion tradition. I argue in the second section that
this sustained interaction with the crucifixion tradition offers us a vivid picture of
the complex ways authoritative traditions were conceptualized and appropriated
for apotropaic, curative, and exorcistic purposes. In so doing, Brit. Lib. Or. 6796
(4), 6796 presents a clear challenge to facile mappings of the relationship between
biblical traditions and metonymy in formularies and applied ritual devices.
II.1 Innovation through the Juxtaposition of Biblical Texts
Scholars have long recognized that the “Christian scriptures” were used on amulets
and spells for protective, curative, and exorcistic purposes.¹⁷ In fact, attention to the
use of scripture on such artifacts has contributed to the study of various topics, in-
cluding the nature of ritual language,¹⁸ shifts in ritual practice through time and
space,¹⁹ and the textual transmissions of the Old and New Testaments.²⁰ One observ-
able aspect of ancient practitioners’ use of the scriptures, which is important for the
present discussion, is that they consistently cited short excerpts of biblical material.²¹
This manifest approach to the scriptures carries significant implications for tracing
how ritual specialists understood the textual character of the Bible. Rather than see-
ing the Bible as a unitary whole, the evidence suggests that they viewed the Bible
more like a repository of individual thematic units, only some of which were appro-
priate for a given situation.²² This understanding of the scriptures not only allowed
for the extraction of elements from various biblical books, but also facilitated the cre-
ative juxtaposition and arrangement of non-contiguous biblical elements with one
another.²³
The first section of Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(4), 6796 appears to exemplify this creative
use of biblical materials. The spell begins with the Trishagion followed by a prayer of
 E.g., Biondi ; Judge .
 E.g., de Bruyn a; de Bruyn and Dijkstra ; Sanzo a.
 E.g., Kraus ; Brakke , ; Shandruk .
 E.g., Biondi ; Leonas ; Porter , –; Wasserman ; Head , –;
Jones .
 See, for instance, the charts of biblical language on amulets in de Bruyn a, – (repro-
duced in part in Sanzo a, ).
 For a fuller analysis of this view of the scriptures in amuletic contexts, see Sanzo a, –.
 For the use of collections of biblical texts for divinatory purposes, see The Gospel of the Lots of
Mary (Luijendijk a).
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Jesus on the cross (ⲧ̣ⲉⲡ̣ⲣⲟⲥⲉⲩⲭⲏ ⲛ̅ⲓⲥ̅ ̅ ⲡⲉⲭ ̅ⲥ ̅ ⲛ̅ⲧⲁϥⲧ̣ⲁ̣ⲩ[ⲟⲥ ϩⲓϫⲛ̅] ⲡ ̣ⲉⲥⲥⳁⲥ[̣ⲟ]ⲥ)̣, which includes
a description of the crucifixion scene and the events surrounding it (ll. 1– 10). The
prayer reads as follows:
“Elôei [Elôei La]m[a Saba]ktani Marmarimari,”²⁴ that is “God, my god, why have you abandoned
me?”²⁵ Some of them [s]aid, “Elias,” others, “Jeremias.” One of [t]hem took a sponge and dipped
it in vinegar, and he (Jesus) took a taste. He said, “My father, all things have been com[plet]ed,”
and at once he gave up the spirit. Heaven opened, the earth quaked, and the bo[nes] of those
who had d[i]ed arose. In their bodies they went to Jerusalem, and they went (back) into the
tomb.²⁶
Aside from the use of “Marmarimari,”²⁷ the ritual specialist presents a crucifixion
scene that conflates different canonical accounts—albeit with strong ties to the Gos-
pel of Matthew. For instance, the details of the heavens opening, the earth quaking,
and the rising and returning of the bones of the deceased in Jerusalem (see Mt. 27:51–
53) are unique to Matthew’s account.
Moreover, the ritual specialist includes material in his Jesus prayer that ultimate-
ly derives from another part of Matthew’s Gospel. Although both the Gospels of Mat-
thew and Mark record that the crowd interpreted Jesus’ use of LXX Ps 21:1 as sum-
moning Elijah (Mt 27:47; Mk 15:35), the particular juxtaposition of “Elias” (Elijah)
and “Jeremias” (Jeremiah) does not derive from one of the passion narratives, but
from the introduction to Matthew’s account of Peter’s confession of Christ (Mt
16:13–20). Thus, we read in Mt 16:13–14 that “when Jesus entered the district of Cae-
sarea Philippi, he asked his disciples, saying, ‘Who do people say that the Son of
Man is?’ They said, ‘Some (say) John the Baptist; others (say) Elijah; still others
(say) Jeremiah or one of the prophets.’”²⁸
Yet not all of the biblical language can be traced back to the Gospel of Matthew.
Aside from the description of the sponge with vinegar (see Mt 27:48; Mk. 15:36; Lk
 Kropp incorrectly transcribed the Coptic here as ⲙⲁⲣⲙⲁⲣⲙ̅ⲁ̅ⲣⲓ̅.̈ Marvin Meyer corrects this transcrip-
tion error in his translation of this spell (Meyer and Smith , ).
 For the use of the words of abandonment (and derivative expressions) on amulets and spells, see
Rob. Nahm. Copt. Am., ll. –; PGM ,, ll. –; Brit. Lib. Or. , ll. , ; Brit. Lib.
Or.  (), (, (), ll. –; Rossi’s “Gnostic” Tractate , ll. –; P. Berol. v, l. .
For a discussion of this phenomenon, see Camplani ; Kropp ,  (§ ).
 Meyer and Smith ,  (trans. Marvin Meyer).
 In a subsequent section (ll. –), the practitioner describes the closely related name “Marmar-
thi” as follows: “…in the name of Marmarthi, the force (ⲇⲩⲛⲁⲙⲓⲥ) which stands before the father, the
great power (ϭⲟⲙ) of Barbaraôth, the right [forear]m of Baraba, the cloud of light which stands before
Iaô Sabaôth.” For the broader context of Marmarimari (and related terms), see Kropp , –,
§ and Pleše , .
 Kropp calls the juxtaposition of the Matthean passion account and the Matthean confession of
Peter “sinnlos” (b, ).
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23:36; Jn 19:29), which does not clearly align with one particular Gospel,²⁹ the state-
ment, “My father, all things have been completed,” is missing from Matthew’s pas-
sion account. Instead, this phrase resembles language from the Gospels of John and
Luke. After taking the sponge with vinegar, the Johnannine Jesus proclaims, “It is fin-
ished (τετέλεσται)” (Jn 19:30). In Luke’s Gospel, however, Jesus’ final words follow
the splitting of the temple curtain. For Luke, Jesus proclaims in a loud voice, “Father,
into your hands I commit my spirit” (Lk 23:46).
The crucifixion prayer on Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(4), 6796 is thus a hybrid account of
different biblical texts and traditions. It not only recounts a visceral moment in Jesus’
incarnational existence, but it also stresses the power associated with that moment
to work miracles, specifically to bring the dead back to life.What is not immediately
clear, however, is the extent to which this composite account originated with the
practitioner. In this vein, it is worth reflecting briefly on “intertexutality” and related
concepts in biblical studies.
Biblical critics, especially in the field of Hebrew Bible, have often used the term
“intertexuality” as a synchronic reader-oriented approach in which the scholar iso-
lates the origins of the texts without commenting on textual influence.³⁰ In cases
of “intertexuality,” the known use of biblical texts as such is either unlikely or diffi-
cult to determine. In other words, “intertextuality” involves the juxtaposition of pas-
sages that the scholar—not necessarily the author the scholar is analyzing—recogniz-
es. By contrast, some biblical scholars have deployed the terms “inner-biblical
exegesis” and “inner-biblical allusion” to denote diachronic author-oriented models
that are used to describe instances in which an author intentionally incorporates
texts into his or her work.³¹ These latter models involve at least some level of textual
influence.³² The use of such concepts to trace various types of relationships between
and among texts, authors, and readers raises an important question for the present
essay: to what extent does the foregoing exercise of isolating biblical elements in
Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(4), 6796 reflect the practitioner’s approach to the scriptures?
Indeed, the identification of textual relationships between biblical traditions is
challenging not only in the case of the Old and New Testaments, but it is also tricky
in the study of late antique Egyptian amulets and spells—albeit for slightly different
reasons. On the one hand, the relevant ritual artifacts were created long after the
original composition of the biblical texts that they presumably cite. Thus, at least
in theory, there is no historical problem with postulating direct textual influence.
In addition, the material record attests to the circulation of numerous biblical manu-
 For the ritual significance of the vinegar, see P. Heid. Inv. Kopt.  .– (Meyer , –
).
 Meek . On “intertextuality,” more generally, see especially Kristeva .
 For a useful survey of this scholarship, see Meek , –.
 Meek . Scholars of Paul have also used terms, such as “quotation” and “allusion,” to convey
the intentional use of a text, while using terms, such as “echoes,” to convey unintentional references
to texts or traditions (Lucas , –; cf. Hayes ).
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scripts in Egypt during late antiquity.³³ In other words, biblical texts formed an au-
thoritative part of the Christian landscape of late antique Egypt and, accordingly,
would have presumably made an impact on Egyptian practitioners.³⁴ On the other
hand, it was precisely because of their authoritative status that biblical texts were
incorporated into other venues, such as the liturgy as well as other amulets and
spells.³⁵ For this reason, one cannot always be sure if the practitioner was citing a
series of texts from the Bible or from one or more other sources, in which clusters
of biblical elements were already juxtaposed.
In the case of the Jesus prayer in Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(4), 6796, the lack of a parallel
text in the extant record suggests that the biblical tradition here was not received in-
directly through an extra-biblical source, such as the liturgy, an apocryphal Gospel,
or an amulet. To the contrary, all indications suggest that author was creatively en-
gaging with the text of Matthew (and perhaps other biblical texts)—whether by mem-
ory or, perhaps more likely, through examination of one or more manuscripts.
We can, therefore, conclude with a relatively high degree of confidence that the
author himself or herself has taken a creative posture toward this biblical tradition.
This posture is reflected in the additional reference to the power of God (“Marmari-
mari”), the interpolation of material from another Matthean pericope, and the use of
language, which is reminiscent of Jesus traditions, but which does not easily fit into
any one Gospel—canonical or otherwise. Of course, the practitioner participated in a
social context that curbed the creative boundaries of his or her biblical elabora-
tions.³⁶ Nevertheless, despite the fact that the balance of material seems to have
been fashioned in dialogue with biblical texts, the ritual specialist has created a
unique version of the crucifixion scene.
II.2 Innovation through Invention
Through the analysis of Jesus’ prayer on the cross (ll. 1– 10), we have already begun
to see the dynamic character of a long-standing and well-established tradition in a
ritual exorcistic context. In particular, we observed how the scribe crafted a unique
crucifixion scene by juxtaposing different canonical traditions with one another. In
the discussion that follows, we will see that, alongside the creative arrangement of
 See, for instance, Elliott .
 One cannot assume that amulets and spells that contain “Christian” content were composed by
Christian practitioners (see de Bruyn and Dijkstra , ; Shandruk ; Sanzo , –);
however, it is likely that at least some practitioners self-identified as Christian, whether they were
laity, monks (Frankfurter , –; Frankfurter ; Brakke , –), or clerics (cf.
the Council of Laodicea, canon ).
 This liturgical consideration may be especially important for discussing the use of the Matthean
version of the Lord’s Prayer on amulets. For discussion and texts, see Kraus .
 In this vein, Kim Haines-Eitzen is correct in arguing that the discursive practices of Christian
churches placed constraints on scribal practices (Haines-Eitzen , ).
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biblical elements, the practitioner adds his or her own details to the crucifixion scene
—a creative approach to sacred tradition already hinted at in the use of Marmarimari,
as discussed in the previous section.
In ll. 23–26 of Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(4), 6796, the ritual specialist includes the fol-
lowing invocation: “By (ϩⲛ̅) the power of the six other names that the father uttered
over the head of his beloved son when he was hanged upon the cross, saying, ‘My
true name is Pharmen, Eiboubar, Sich, Tach, Saba, Chirinou.’” While most of these
names do not otherwise occur in this spell or in any of the other spells within the
portfolio, Pharmen occurs in l. 28 of Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(4), 6796, in which he is
given the title, “the messenger of the father (ⲡⲕⲟⲩⲣⲥⲟⲛ ⲙ̅ⲡ̅ⲉⲓ̅ⲱ̅̅ⲧ̅).”
In the invocation of the “six other names,” the father participates in the crucifix-
ion scene by proclaiming these sacred names over Jesus’ head. What is interesting
about this particular detail is that it complicates the crucifixion scene as depicted
in Jesus’ prayer on the cross (ll. 1– 10). Jesus proclaims in that section the words
of LXX Ps 21:1 (via the Gospel of Matthew), which highlight the Savior’s perceived
abandonment by the father during the crucifixion (ll. 2–4). Yet, in this passage
the father has not abandoned the crucified Jesus, but is near his beloved son
(ⲡⲉϥϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙ̅ⲙⲉⲣⲓⲧ). Thus, in addition to detailing the names of the father, perhaps
this invocation also helps resolve the theological problem of the abandoned Christ
through its demonstration of the father’s close proximity to his son during the cru-
cifixion.
There is also a section of this spell that appears to reside at the interstices of
scriptural juxtaposition and scriptural invention. In ll. 17–23, the practitioner re-
counts a conversation between Jesus and a “unicorn” (ⲡⲁⲡⲓⲧ̈ⲁⲡ ⲛⲟⲩⲱⲧ), which the
context suggests was thought to have taken place some time during the crucifixion
event. The text reads:
I (Jesus) looked down and saw a unicorn, who was lying on a golden field, the one (the unicorn)
who is named Sappathai.³⁷ He spoke to me, saying, “Who are you? If thus you stand in this body
or this flesh, you have not been given into my hand (ⲙ̅ⲡⲟⲩⲧⲁⲁⲕ ⲉⲧⲁϭⲓϫ̈).” I spoke to him saying,
“I am I(sra)êl Êl, the force (ⲇⲩⲛⲁⲙⲓⲥ) of Iaô Sabaôth, the great power (ϭⲟⲙ) of Barbaraôth.” So he
hid himself from before me.³⁸
In this exchange between Jesus and the unicorn in Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(4), 6796, the
unicorn attempts to take charge over Jesus (cf. the phrase, “ⲙ̅ⲡⲟⲩⲧⲁⲁⲕ ⲉⲧⲁϭⲓϫ̈”).
Since Jesus wards off the unicorn through the proclamation of his true names and
associations, it would seem that, for this practitioner, the one-horned beast was
an emissary of Satan.
The practitioner may have selected the unicorn for this role because of the men-
acing portrait of unicorns in LXX Ps 21, the incipit of which he or she cited (via the
 For the identification of the “unicorn” as “Sappathai,” see n.  below.
 This is a slightly modified version of Marvin Meyer’s translation (Meyer and Smith , ).
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Matthean tradition) in the opening prayer of Jesus (l. 2–3).³⁹ Accordingly, we may be
witnessing here in Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(4) an instance of metalepsis (i.e., “a literary
technique whereby an author cites, alludes to, or echoes an older text in a newer
one and thus draws a connection between the two texts that is…implicit”).⁴⁰ LXX
Ps 21:21–22 reads, “Rescue my soul from the sword, and from a dog’s claw my
only life. Save me from a lion’s mouth, and my lowliness from the horns of unicorns
(Greek: μονοκερώτων; Coptic: ⲛⲓⲧⲁⲡ ⲛ̅ⲟⲩⲱⲧ).”⁴¹ In addition to protection from the
horns of unicorns, the Coptic translation of this psalm—following the Septuagint—
also requests protection from the sword, a dog’s claw, and a lion’s mouth. Of course,
it must be conceded that, among the threatening entities mentioned in the psalm,
only the unicorn figures in Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(4), 6796. The absence of these other en-
tities in Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(4), 6796 may thus suggest that the practitioner did not de-
rive the detail of the unicorn from LXX Ps 21. Yet the fact that the practitioner con-
ceptualizes the crucifixion scene in close dialogue with the incipit of this psalm—
albeit via the Gospel of Matthew—increases the likelihood that there was a connec-
tion between the unicorn discourse in Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(4), 6796 and LXX Ps 21:21–
22. Further reinforcing this explanation is the possibility—and perhaps likelihood—
that the practitioner had access to biblical manuscripts, evident in the initial prayer
of Jesus on the cross (see discussion above). If in fact the practitioner intended to
draw a connection between the crucifixion narrative and LXX Ps 21:22, then he or
she exposes even more acutely than in the Jesus prayer the blurred boundaries be-
tween creative juxtaposition of scriptural passages and the invention of new materi-
als. In either case, however, the practitioner has not only expanded the crucifixion
narrative beyond the biblical tradition, but he or she has also created an occasion
for integrating into the spell the name Iaô Sabaôth—a name that now has built
into it precedent for warding off an unwanted entity (i.e., the unicorn).⁴² Such a prec-
edent may stand behind its use in the seventh section of this spell (see discussion
below).
 I am grateful to Richard Kieckhefer for drawing my attention to this possible connection with LXX
Ps . It should be noted that the association between one-horned animals and the crucifixion of
Jesus is not unknown in early Christian literature. For instance, in his treatise against Marcion, Ter-
tullian interprets the patriarch Joseph—who is likened to a one-horned animal (unicornis) in his Latin
translation of Deut : (following the LXX)—as a type for Jesus (Adv. Mar. III.). For Tertullian,
this typological interpretation facilitates a range of symbolic applications (e.g., the single horn as
a symbol of Christ’s salvation or as a metaphor for the vertical beam of the cross).
 Lucus , . Metalepsis has been the subject of much debate in Pauline scholarship ever
since it was introduced into the field by Richard B. Hays (Hays ). Hays’ use of metalepsis has
drawn particularly strong criticism from Christopher D. Stanley and Stanley Porter (for a discussion
of these critiques, see Lucas ). Alec Lucas has recently attempted to reinstate metalepsis in Pau-
line studies—though modifying aspects of Hays’ initial presentation (Lucas ).
 Translation taken from Pietersma and Wright .
 For another interpretation of this passage, see Fauth , .
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In these two passages, the practitioner of Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(4), 6796 has moved
far beyond arranging pre-existing traditions and has invented new details that fill
out his or her depiction of the crucifixion. In so doing, the ritual specialist has
also established occasions for integrating powerful names of the divine into the
spell and perhaps for resolving perceived theological infelicities in the Gospel ac-
counts.
II.3 Innovation through the Juxtaposition of Word and Image
There is growing recognition among historians of ancient art that the conceptual
boundary separating word and image in antiquity was quite porous.⁴³ Michael
Squire, for instance, has recently demonstrated that the strict delineation between
“word” and “image”—with preference given to the former—is rooted in the theology
of the Reformation, which drove an influential wedge between verbal content and
visual form.⁴⁴ This recent challenge to word and image as discrete categories has al-
lowed art historians to investigate the manifold strategies that ancients deployed to
relay information and/or tell stories by juxtaposing verbal and visual data.⁴⁵
With this insight in mind, I will reconstruct the crucifixion tradition as presented
in the crucifixion scene on Brit. Lib. Or. 6796 (the second page of the spell [see fig. 1])
by taking into consideration both the verbal and visual elements. By appreciating the
complex hermeneutical interplay between words and images in antiquity, we will be
able to see how visual and verbal elements in this crucifixion scene complement, ex-
pand, and complicate the presentation of the scene itself and the depiction of the
crucifixion in the spell as a whole.⁴⁶
On Brit. Lib. Or. 6796 (ll. 53–59), the crucified Jesus is placed in the center of the
scene with the two criminals flanking him on either side (see fig. 2)—an aspect of the
crucifixion narrative that is conspicuously missing from the other sections of the
spell.While the tradition of the two crucified criminals can be found in the three syn-
optic Gospels (Mt 27:38, Mk 15:27, Lk 23:32–43), the names of these criminals cannot.
Despite this gap in the canonical tradition, however, the names “Gêstas” and
“Dêmas,” found here are not unique to Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(4), 6796; rather, the passion
narrative in the Gospel of Nicodemus (hereafter GNic) names the faithless criminal
“Gestas,” and the repentant criminal “Dysmas.” Thus, in GNic 9:5, we read, “…and
let Dysmas (Δυσμᾶς) and Gestas (Γέστας), the two criminals, be crucified with you
[Jesus].” Moreover, in GNic 10:2, we learn that:
 Newby , –.
 Squire .
 E.g., Blanshard ; Squire .
 It should be highlighted that the recent work of Squire and other art historians on the diverse
strategies taken toward word and image in antiquity (with a particular emphasis on ancient Greece),
challenges—or perhaps adds another layer of complexity to—the distinction that some scholars have
tentatively drawn between Greek and Egyptian approaches to writing (e.g., Frankfurter ).
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…one of the criminals (i.e., Gestas)… said to him, “If you are the Christ, save yourself and us.”
But Dysmas (Δυσμᾶς) responded (to Gestas)…‘have you no fear of God? …We deserve our fate, for
we are being punished appropriately for our actions. But he did nothing wrong. And he (Dys-
mas) said to Jesus, “Remember me, Lord, in your kingdom.” And Jesus said to him (Dysmas),
“Truly, truly, I say to you, today you will be with me in paradise.”
In these two passages, GNic does not simply supply names for the repentant and un-
repentant criminals from Lk 23:32–43, but this text also incorporates these named
characters into the general narrative and dialogical structure of the Lukan version
of this story.
To be sure, Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(4), 6796 and the GNic differ slightly on the name of
the repentant criminal (Dêmas vs. Dysmas); however, this variant spelling is not sur-
prising given the various forms that these names took in late antiquity.⁴⁷ While direct
textual dependence is difficult to establish, we can reasonably assume that, at the
very least, Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(4), 6796 and GNic participate in a common written or
oral tradition.⁴⁸ This relationship with GNic or a shared tradition may also explain
Fig. 2 Brit. Lib. Or. 6796: Images of Gêstas and Dêmas (Courtesy of the British Library)
 Kim , .
 For a fifth-century CE date for the Coptic tradition of GNic, see Vandoni and Orlandi , –
; Izydorczyk and Dubois . For the view that the Coptic tradition is no earlier than the tenth
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why in Brit. Lib. Or. 6796 the picture of the faithful Dêmas is in an elevated position
and is drawn in closer proximity to the picture of the crucified Jesus than that of Gês-
tas (see fig. 2).
Yet this crucifixion scene offers further interesting details. The inscription on the
cross above Christ’s head reads ⲡⲣⲣⲟ (“the king”), thus evoking the title of Christ al-
legedly written on the cross as recorded in all four canonical Gospels (Mt 27:37; Mk
15:26; Lk 23:38; Jn 19:19–22). In addition, the vowels ⲁⲉⲏ are written inside the crown
of Jesus. These three vowels were likely to have invoked metonymically the entire se-
quence of seven vowels, ubiquitous in ancient “magical” literature.⁴⁹ The fortunate
preservation of the other spells in this portfolio, however, allows us to fill in more
fully the significance of the vowels for this practitioner. For instance, in Brit. Lib.
Or. 6796(2), (3), (1), ll. 65–70, we learn that the father created the sea “…th[rou]gh
the power of the holy vowels (ϩ[ⲓⲧ]ⲛ̅ ⲧϭⲟⲙ ⲛ̅ⲛⲓⲫⲟⲩⲛⲟⲟⲩⲉ ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ)̣.”⁵⁰ In addition,
we learn from Brit. Lib. Or. 6794, ll. 40–42 that the vowels are branded “on the fa-
ther’s chest” (ⲉϫⲛ̅ ⲧⲙⲉⲥⲧⲛ̅ϩⲏⲧ ⲙ̅ⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ).⁵¹ It should be highlighted that neither the title
“king” nor the vowel-sequence on Jesus’ crown occur anywhere else in Brit. Lib.
Or. 6796(4), 6796.
Moreover, the ritual specialist has altered the script that he has used throughout
the text, deploying a new script with rings (see fig. 3).⁵² This ring-script resembles a
cluster of ringed symbols and signs—which typically correspond to no known alpha-
bet—that scholars call charaktêres.⁵³ On Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(4), 6796, the following in-
formation is written in this ring-script: Jesus Christ; Bêth Bêtha Bêtha; Iaô Sabbaôth
Adônai; Elôeiu; Michaêl, Gabriêl, Raphaêl, Suriêl, Asuêl, Raguêl, and Saraphuêl.
Many of these words have been encountered in the other sections of Brit. Lib.
Or. 6796(4), 6796. For instance, aside from the name Jesus Christ, which occurs
throughout this spell, we have already seen the name Iaô Sabaôth in Jesus’ first-per-
son rebuke of the unicorn (ll. 21–22): “I am I(sra)êl Êl, the force (ⲇⲩⲛⲁⲙⲓⲥ) of Iaô Sa-
century CE, see O’Ceallaigh , . If this latter position is correct, Brit. Lib. Or. (), may
be the first piece of evidence for GNic in Coptic.
 For discussion, see Cox Miller ; Frankfurter , –.
 Translation by Richard Smith in Meyer and Smith , .
 This same ritual specialist also uses the vowels in the Prayer to Mary in association with a series
of names derived from “Marmarimu” (Brit. Lib. Or. [], ll. –). P. Rylands  also utilizes
the motif of the vowels being branded on the father’s chest (Kropp a, –; Meyer and Smith
, ).
 Kropp refers to the words in this script as “Zauberbuchstaben” (“magic letters”) (Kropp a,
).
 The lexeme charaktêres is an “emic” term that is used for these signs on some ancient artifacts
(e.g., PGM VII.–). For analyses of charaktêres, see Frankfurter , –; Brashear
, –; Dieleman , –; Collins a, –; Bohak , –; Gordon
, –. An image of P. Mich. inv. a, an amulet from Karanis that deploys charaktêres, is
available online at http://www.lib.umich.edu/traditions-magic-late-antiquity/images/.jpg
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baôth, the great power (ϭⲟⲙ) of Barbaraôth.”⁵⁴ As I mentioned above, these names
have already been successful in warding off an unwanted entity (i.e., the unicorn).
The names of the seven archangels are also found earlier in Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(4),
6796 as part of a request that the father send them to the client (Severus?) along with
Jesus: “I adjure you, father, by Orpha, that is your entire body, and Orphamiêl, that is
the great finger of your right hand, that you send me Jesus Christ and the seven arch-
angels, whose names are Michaêl, Gabriêl, Suriêl, Asuêl, Raguêl, Raphaêl, Saraphuêl
(ll. 40–45).” Despite the earlier reference to these archangels, it is interesting—and
perhaps unexpected—that this particular cluster of names above the drawing does
not correspond in any way to the six names that the father proclaimed over the
head of the crucified Jesus in ll. 25–26 (Pharmen, Eiboubar, Sich, Tach, Saba, and
Chirinou).
In addition to the archangels, the word Elôeiu is reminiscent of the words of
Jesus on the cross (ll. 2–3), which were taken from LXX Ps 21:1 (ⲉⲗ̅ⲱ̅̅ⲉⲓ ̈ [ⲉⲗⲱⲉⲓ ̈ ⲗⲁ]ⲙ
[ⲁ ⲥⲁⲃⲁ]ⲕⲧ̣ⲁ ̣ⲛ ̣ⲓ ̣ {ⲙⲁⲣⲙⲁⲣⲓⲙ̅ⲁ ̅ⲣⲓ̅}̈). Notwithstanding the earlier occurrence of this translit-
eration, however, I think it is more likely that Elôeiu is a name for god. This same
ritual specialist clearly uses Elôei as a name for the “true hidden God” (ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
ⲙ̅ⲙⲉ ⲉⲧϩⲏⲡ) in conjunction with Iaô Sabaôth Adônai (as here) in Brit. Lib. Or. 6796
Fig. 3 Brit. Lib. Or. 6796: Transition from “Regular” Script to “Ring-Script” (Courtesy of the British
Library)
 The name Iaô Sabaôth is also found in ll. – of Brit. Lib. Or. (), : “…the cloud of
light, which stands before Iaô Sabaôth.”
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(2), (3), (1), l. 39: “‘O true hidden god, hear me today…They fear [his holy name,
which] is Iaô Sabaôth Adônaei Elô[ei] (ⲓⲁ̅ ̅ⲱ̅ ⲥⲁ ̅ⲃⲁ̅ ̅ⲱ̅ⲑ ⲁⲇ̣ⲱ̣ⲛ ̣ⲁ ̣ⲉⲓ̣ ⲉⲗⲱ̣̣[ⲉⲓ]).’”⁵⁵
Finally, although the words “Bêth Bêtha Bêtha” are not found anywhere else in
Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(4), 6796, Angelicus Kropp is probably correct in suggesting that
they are shorthand for the twenty-four elders from the book of Revelation.⁵⁶ Indeed,
ll. 43–44 of Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(2), (3), (1) read, “…by the power of the 24 elders, whose
names are Bêth, Bêtha[a], Bêthai… (ϩⲓⲧⲛ ⲧϭⲟ[ⲙ] ⲙ̅ⲡⲓⲕ̅ⲇ̅ ⲙ̅ⲡⲣ ̀ⲉ ́(ⲥⲃⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲥ): ⲉⲧⲉ ⲛⲁⲓ ̈ ⲛⲉ
ⲛⲉⲩⲣⲁⲛ : ⲃⲏ̅̅ⲧ̅: ⲃⲏ̅̅ⲑ ̅[̣ⲁ]:̅ ⲃⲏ̅̅ⲑⲁ̅̅ⲓ)̈.”⁵⁷
The meanings and significance of the names that are written in this ring-script
can thus be identified with a high level of confidence through the internal testimony
of Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(4), 6796 and from references in the other spells from this practi-
tioner’s portfolio. But an important question remains: why has the ritual specialist
altered the script he or she has used throughout the spell and written these names
in the ring-script?
In order to answer this question, I think it is instructive to compare the use of the
ring-script here with the uses of charaktêres in other late antique ritual texts. One of
the most important aspects of charaktêres is their capacity to add a visual dimension
to a recipe or applied text.⁵⁸ In fact, given their untranslatable nature, the visual
component was the primary means by which these symbols conveyed meaning—al-
beit in perceived communications with the divine.⁵⁹ Like the charaktêres, the ring-
script on Brit. Lib. Or. 6796 also adds a visual dimension to the text; the clear tran-
sition from the standard script used throughout the remainder of the text to the ring-
script—which is also significantly larger than the standard script—would have been
evident to even the most illiterate individual in late antique Egypt. But, contrary to
the use of charaktêres, the ring-script on Brit. Lib. Or. 6796 has been used to adorn
 Cf. Brit. Lib. Or.  (), (, (), l. . For the combination ⲓⲁ̅̅ⲱ̅ ⲥⲁ̅̅ⲃⲁ̅ ̅ⲱ̅ⲑ ̅ ⲁ̅ⲧ̅ⲱ̅ⲛ̅ⲁ̅ⲉⲓ̅ ̅ ⲉⲗ̅ⲱ̅̅ⲉⲓ̅ ̅ used to
“destroy” (ⲃⲱⲗ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ) a host of demonic and magical threats, see P. Heid. Inv. Kopt.  . (Meyer
, ). On the use of the words of abandonment as a divine name, see Kropp ,, §.
 Kropp b, . See, for instance, Rev :, –; :–; :–; :. The twenty-four
elders are also invoked on a Latin amulet from Egyptian Babylon (P. Heid. L ; ed. princ. Daniel and
Maltomini ). In addition, P. J. Sijpesteijn has argued that the twenty-four charaktêres on a Coptic
amulet in the Moen Collection may be a reference to the twenty-four elders (Sijpesteijn , ).
 See also Brit. Lib. Or.  and P. Iand.  A, ll. ,–,. P. Heid. Inv. Kopt.  invokes the Lord
“…by the salvation (of) your  bodiless elders, whose names are ‘Bêth Bêtha Rouêl… (ⲙⲡⲟⲩϫⲁⲓ 〈ⲙ〉
ⲡⲉⲕ ⲕ ̅ⲇ̅ ⲙⲡⲣⲉ̅ⲥ̅ⲃ̅ⲩ̅ ̅ⲧ̅ⲉⲣ̅ⲟ̅ⲥ̅ ̅ ⲉⲛⲁⲥⲱⲙⲁⲧⲱⲥ ⲉⲧⲉ ⲛⲁⲓ ⲉⲩⲣⲁⲛ ⲃⲏ̅̅ⲑ ̅ ⲃⲏ̅̅ⲑⲁ̅̅ ⲣⲟ̅ⲩ̅ ̅ⲏ̅ⲗ)̅” (.–). Later in P. Heid. Inv.
Kopt. , the names Bêth Bêtha Bêthanei are associated with the  guardians that are to be
worn (.–). The names “Bêth, Bêtha, Bêtha” fit within the London Hay “Cookbook” (London
Hay , ll. –) as follows: “Bêth, Bêtha, Bêtha, you three guardians, strong in your power, who
guard the body and the blood of the beloved son” (trans. David Frankfurter and Marvin Meyer in
Meyer and Smith , ). On the elders, see Kropp , –, §–; Meyer , –.
 Frankfurter , –.
 See Dieleman , ; Wilburn , .
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letters that actually spell names known from other contexts.⁶⁰ In other words, the
ring-script here is genuinely both “visual” and “verbal” (or “textual”) and, according-
ly, blurs the line between word and image on this spell.
Given the visual-verbal nature of the ring-script used on Brit. Lib. Or. 6796 along
with the great care taken to fit all the names in ring-script around Jesus’ cross, evi-
dent especially in the writing of Saraphuêl’s name (l. 56), I would argue that these
divine and angelic names were not only meant to be read, but were also designed
to be viewed within the overall visual depiction of the crucifixion scene.⁶¹ Whether
occasioned by personal piety, a lack of artistic skill, or simply laziness, the ring-script
offered a convenient way of incorporating these entities into the visual story of Brit.
Lib. Or. 6796 without having to draw them. Indeed, this same practitioner has dem-
onstrated in another spell the unstable boundaries between ringed-writing and draw-
ings.
In Brit. Lib. Or. 6794, the practitioner adorns a picture of a figure (Severus?) hold-
ing the musical instruments with a combination of charaktêres, letters written in
ring-script, and rings connected to the instruments.⁶² Written in ring-script above
the image of the figure are words/names ⲑⲛ ⲇⲁⲩⲉⲓⲑⲉⲁ ⲣⲁⲭⲱⲭⲓ ⲁⲇⲱⲛⲓⲏⲗ. Immediately
before ⲑⲛ are two charaktêres (one horizontal, the other vertical) that resemble the
musical instruments found in the drawing below. Juxtaposed with these words/
names are various letter combinations written in the practitioner’s normal script:
ⲑⲁ ̅ⲯ̅ⲓⲱ̅̅ⲣⲓ̅ⲉ̅ ̅…̣….ⲑⲁ̣ ̣ⲯ ̣ⲓⲱ̣̣ⲣⲥⲑ ⲑⲁⲯⲓⲱ̅̅ⲣⲓ̅ⲣ̅ⲁ̅ ̅ⲣ ̅ : ⲑⲁⲯ̅ ̅ⲓⲱ̅̅ⲣ:̅ ⲯ ̅ⲓⲱ̅̅ⲣ ̅ ⲓⲣⲓⲁⲁⲑⲉⲛ̅̅ⲛ̅ⲉⲟ̅ⲥ̅ ̅ ⲧⲁⲭⲏ ⲧⲁⲭⲏ ⲇⲁⲩ. In ad-
dition to these elements written above the drawing, there are more “traditional”
charaktêres found outside and within the image of the figure.What is more, the prac-
titioner adorns his drawing of the instruments with rings on the ends. Thus, in the
case of Brit. Lib. Or. 6794, the ringed-elements are not distinct from, but are incorpo-
rated into the overall visual scene—albeit in highly complex ways.
If my interpretation of Brit. Lib. Or. 6796 is correct, then, in addition to Jesus, Gês-
tas, and Dêmas, the tradition of Jesus’ untimely end in the drawing on Brit. Lib.
Or. 6796 has an additional cast of otherworldly characters: Iaô Sabbaôth Adônai
Elôeiu; the seven archangels; and the twenty-four elders.⁶³
 This same ritual specialist also uses the ring-script to spell ⲓⲥ̅ ̅ three times on Brit. Lib.  and ⲓⲥ̅ ̅
ⲭ ̅ⲥ ̅ on  (), (), (). It is likely that in these contexts, these names are used as labels for Jesus
Christ.What is more, this practitioner uses the ring-script for the first letter (ⲭ) of Brit. Lib. Or. .
 For instances of words used visually through miniaturization, see Squire , –. Concerning
the juxtaposition of word and image in the Tabulae Iliacae, Squire writes, “[a]s knowingly intermedial
objects, they demand at once to be read and to be viewed” (Squire ,  [emphasis in original]).
On the relationship between statues and their inscriptions, Zahra Newby writes, “[w]hile the disap-
pearance of most of the statues leads us to make a distinction between the lost statue and its surviv-
ing base, in antiquity both would have been viewed together as a distinct whole…though there could
also have been dissonances between the information presented by each” (Newby , ).
 For a reproduced drawing of the picture of this spell, see Meyer and Smith , .
 This explanation also helps explain why the ring-script was used for the names of the angels, but
the standard script was used for the names of the thieves, who were already incorporated into the
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But we must not think of this picture as a mere representation of the crucifixion
and thus only efficacious vis-à-vis an “original” tradition. Recent work on the rela-
tionship between representation and reality in ancient “magical” contexts has dem-
onstrated the blurred line that existed between an image or a statue of a given object,
on the one hand, and the object itself, on the other hand.⁶⁴ In the words of Andrew T.
Wilburn, “[t]he representation can have an effect on reality, as the practitioner
mimes or mimics an ideal reality—a reality that he or she has determined—into
being.”⁶⁵ I would argue that, from the perspective of the practitioner, the pictograph-
ic “version” of the crucifixion scene on Brit. Lib. Or. 6796 became—at least for the
purposes of the ritual—the “real” crucifixion scene and, as such, contained paradig-
matic power that could be mediated to the present situation.⁶⁶
To conclude this section, the ritual specialist behind Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(4), 6796
has created a complex account of the crucifixion of Jesus. This unique account (or
accounts) and the various forms that it takes cross the conceptual boundaries be-
tween word and image, representation and reality, creativity and reproduction, can-
onical and non-canonical traditions,⁶⁷ orthodoxy and heterodoxy, and religion and
magic—not to mention the textual boundaries separating pericopes within the Gos-
pel of Matthew. I will now discuss the implications of this ritual specialist’s sustained
reflection on the crucifixion for the relationship between authoritative traditions and
metonymy in late antique ritual practice.
III Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(4), 6796, Metonymy, and the
Name Jesus on Amulets and Spells
The portions of Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(4), 6796, which I have discussed, reveal that the
crucifixion of Jesus carried for this practitioner a host of associations—ranging
from those known from the literary record (esp. the New Testament [the Old Testa-
ment?] and GNic or a related tradition), to those utilized primarily in ritual contexts
(e.g., the angelic names, Iaô Sabbaôth), to those that seem to have been (mostly) in-
scene through drawings. It must be conceded, however, that the ring-script is used for ⲓⲥ̅ ̅ ⲭ̅ⲥ,̅ which
seems to function as a label. I think that the ring-script was selected to label Jesus Christ instead
of the standard script (cf. the labels for the thieves) on account of the uniqueness of Jesus. What
is clear is that, since there are no pictures of the archangels, the names of the archangels, which
are written in ring-script, did not function as labels in the strict sense of the term.
 E.g., Collins a, –; Wilburn , –. For the view that the ritualized animation of
statues was an invention of the theurgists (and thus not present in earlier Greek and Roman religious
traditions), see Johnston .
 Wilburn , .
 On the importance of precedent and paradigm for ritual power, see Frankfurter ,  and
the discussion below.
 This same ritual specialist also juxtaposes the fishing traditions in Lk : and Jn : with Tob
:– in his spell for good fishing (Brit. Lib. Or. , ll. –).
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vented by the practitioner (i.e., the six names spoken above the crucified Jesus and
the discourse between Jesus and the unicorn).⁶⁸ The prolonged reflection on Jesus’
crucifixion in Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(4), 6796 demonstrates that, when this author thought
of the crucifixion of Jesus for an exorcistic situation, multiple associations with that
tradition were evoked, which can ultimately be traced back to multiple sources. As a
result, Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(4), 6796 bears witness to a complexity in the ritual use of
the “Bible” that I think warrants further scrutiny: associations with a given biblical
story often transcended the context of that story and even the pages of the Bible.
In this section, I argue that the crucifixion tradition on Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(4), 6796
acutely demonstrates the highly variable nature—and even the outright unpredicta-
bility—of metonymic reference to long-standing authoritative traditions, such as bib-
lical lore, in ritual contexts. To this end, I discuss an aspect of ritual specialization
that has yet to receive adequate treatment: the relationship between metonymy
and the use of Jesus’ name on amulets and formularies.
III.1 The Complexity of Biblical Tradition: Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(4),
6796 and Beyond
While the lengthy retelling of a particular tradition in Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(4), 6796 ex-
emplifies the complexity of authoritative traditions in ritual practice, this text is
hardly anomalous in this regard. For instance, PSI inv. 365, a fifth-or sixth-century
CE Greek amulet, also testifies the porous boundaries between canonical and non-
canonical Jesus traditions for a healing ritual.⁶⁹ The practitioner explicitly draws
on the paradigmatic power of healing traditions of Jesus that are found in the canon-
ical Gospels (i.e., the raising of Lazarus from the dead [Jn 11:1–46] and the healing of
Peter’s mother-in-law [Mk 1:29–31, Lk 4:38–41, Mt 8:14– 15]) and innumerable stories
of Jesus’ healing ministry outside of the canonical Gospel tradition. Thus, the amulet
calls upon “the one who did both the many and ineffable healings beyond those that
are discussed in the sacred Gospels (ὁ ποιήσας καὶ τὰς πολλὰς καὶ ἀφάτους ἰάσεις,
πρὸς [ἅ]ς λέγουσιν ἐν τοῖς ἱεροῖς ε[ὐα]γγελίοις).” In addition, the ubiquity of the
amuletic use of Mt 4:23/9:35, which makes a general reference to the many healings
of Jesus in Galilee, may be related to the passage’s open-endedness and, hence, ca-
pacity for allowing practitioners to invent new Jesus traditions about healing and/or
appropriate local non-canonical tales for their rituals.⁷⁰
 For a comparable interest in the crucifixion of Jesus for “magical” purposes, see P. Heid. Inv.
Kopt.  .–..
 Ed. princ. Vitelli , –.
 Sanzo a, . The parallel portions of Mt : and Mt : read, “And [Jesus] walked
about…teaching in their synagogues and preaching the gospel of the kingdom and healing every dis-
ease and sickness (καὶ περιῆγεν [ὁ Ἰησοῦς]…διδάσκων ἐν ταῖς συναγωγαῖς αὐτῶν καὶ κηρύσσων τὸ
εὐαγγέλιον τῆς βασιλείας καῖ θεραπεύων πᾶσαν νόσον καὶ πᾶσαν μαλακίαν).” For an extended anal-
ysis of the amuletic use of Mt :/:, see de Bruyn .
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Moreover, that practitioners creatively engaged with webs of cultural associa-
tions connected to well-established and authoritative traditions (e.g., biblical lore)
is evident from the numerous instances in which practitioners have attributed to fa-
mous mythic figures otherwise unknown characteristics or recast such figures in
wholly new roles and contexts. Much like the dialogue between Jesus and the uni-
corn in ll. 17–23 of Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(4), 6796, a sixth-century CE Greek amulet
from Egyptian Babylon, P. Heid. 1101, includes the following historiola:
For our Lord was pursued by the Jews (Ἰουδέον), and he came to the Euphrates River and stuck
in his staff, and the water stood still. Also you, discharge (ῥεῦμα), stand still from head to toe-
nails in the name of our Lord, who was crucified…(ll. 8–11)⁷¹
In this amulet, the practitioner invents a new Jesus story and transports Jesus to an
entirely new locale (i.e., the Euphrates River).⁷²
But this creative and expansive approach to the “Bible” on amulets and formu-
laries must be situated within its broader social context. Indeed, the dynamic char-
acter of the Bible was not confined to relics of so-called “magic.”⁷³ For instance, it is
well known that the Bible—especially the psalms—played an important role in the
quotidian affairs of monks during late antiquity.⁷⁴ Yet, the high authority bestowed
upon the Bible and its ubiquity in late antique monasteries did not ensure its herme-
neutic stability or even its textual coherence within ascetic contexts. To the contrary,
as Douglas Burton-Christie and William Graham have demonstrated, monastic elders
had a proclivity for expanding on the authoritative text of scripture, sometimes even
prefacing their words with the phrase, “as it was written.”⁷⁵ Moreover, traditions
linked to famous ascetics, such as St. Antony and Evagrius of Pontus, either depict
 Ed. princ. Maltomini . Daniel and Maltomini , –, no. . For a discussion of this
historiola, see Fiaccadori ; Mazza , –; Sanzo b.
 This complex tradition of biblical interpretation is related to a phenomenon that John Miles Foley
has called, “traditional referentiality,” whereby a short reference to a well-known tradition can evoke
metonymically a wide range of associations (Foley ). For different views on the utility of “tradi-
tional referentiality” for the study of the “magical” use of Homeric poetry, see, on the positive side,
Versnel ,  and, on the negative side, Collins a, ; Collins b, .
 As this point relates to earlier Christian documents, see Hill , ; Zuntz , –.
 The Rules of Saint Pachomius, for instance, require the memorization of the Lord’s Prayer and nu-
merous psalms in order to be admitted into the monastery (Praec. ). For an analysis of the use of
the Psalms in the Coptic tradition, see Richter .
 Graham , ; Burton-Christie , –. For the relationship between scriptural cita-
tion in monastic sayings and contemporary rhetorical and educational trends, see McVey  and
Rönnegård . This approach to citation by monastic authorities would certainly have blurred any
clear distinction between biblical text and biblical interpretation within their monasteries—the eld-
er’s interpretation became scripture. Accordingly, the monastic use of scripture may reflect what Gil-
lian Lane-Mercier has called the “parodic” use of quotations, whereby “the listener is…manipulated
into tacitly recognizing and sanctioning the authenticity of the quote” (Lane-Mercier , ). For
Lane-Mercier, such approaches to quotation establish the social power of the speaker over against his
or her audience (Lane-Mercier , –).
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or demonstrate their adroit abilities to excerpt select passages from the Bible and
apply those passages in unique—and sometimes counterintuitive—ways to specific
ascetic concerns.⁷⁶ This evidence from monastic contexts demonstrates that creative
reimagining and reinterpretation of biblical lore in light of contemporary situations
was an important aspect of the Bible’s reception during late antiquity, more general-
ly.⁷⁷
III.2 The Complexity in Biblical Reception and the Use of Names
for Ritual Power
The complexity in the reception of the Bible that I just discussed ought to have direct
bearing on how we imagine the character of metonymic reference to biblical materi-
als in ritual contexts.⁷⁸ Specifically, I argue that, given the impulse in late antiquity
(and beyond) to expand on biblical materials as well as the porous boundary sepa-
rating canonical and non-canonical traditions that overlap in content, we should not
necessarily assume a simple part-for-whole (pars-pro-toto) relationship between met-
onymic “trigger” (the [abbreviated] biblical item cited) and “target” (the materials in-
voked).⁷⁹ In fact, Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(4), 6796 itself complicates facile notions of met-
onymic reference. As I noted above, the vowels ⲁⲉⲏ, which are written inside the
crown of Jesus (l. 57), likely reference metonymically the entire sequence of seven
vowels. But this explanation of the metonymic reference tells only part of the
story. In fact, since this same practitioner links the seven vowels with the creative
power of God (Brit. Lib. Or. 6796[2], l. 65–69) and notes that they are written on
the father’s chest (Brit. Lib. Or. 6794, ll. 40–42), the simple claim that they invoke
the seven vowels probably misses the point. I would argue that it is precisely
these (and perhaps other) associations with the vowels—and not the vowels them-
selves—that stand at the heart of the ultimate metonymic reference. Given the nature
 On the interpretive strategies of monks in scriptural debates with demons and heretics, see Clark
, –; Sanzo a, –. To the extent that traditions associated with such figures were
known, it is likely that these traditions would have at least colored the interpretation of biblical texts
for their readers.
 It is interesting to note that this monastic approach to the scriptures may have direct significance
for the discussion at hand since recent scholarship has identified monasteries as among the primary
institutional spaces for the creation of amulets and formularies during late antiquity (see n. 
above).
 Metonymy traditionally has been defined as a figure of speech in which one term is used to refer
to another based on contiguity or association, and it is often exemplified in the part-for-whole rela-
tion. Metonymy, however, has been the subject of considerable discussion in the field of cognitive
linguistics. For discussions of metonymy within cognitive linguistics, including its relation to other
linguistic domains (e.g., synecdoche), see e.g., Seto ; Benczes, Barcelona, and Ruiz de Mendoza
Ibáñez .
 On the problems associated with the part-for-whole model as it relates to the amuletic use of the
Gospel incipits, see Sanzo a, –.
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of biblical reception during late antiquity, this complexity in metonymic reference al-
most certainly extended to the ritual use of other significant biblical elements, in-
cluding the name “Jesus Christ.”⁸⁰
In a related discussion, Sarah Iles Johnston has recently highlighted the various
kinds of associations inherent in the names Demeter, Persephone, and Hades—the
primary characters found in the various “Demeter myths.”⁸¹ As Johnston demon-
strates, the name “Demeter” itself carried inherent associations with agriculture;
at the same time, the names “Hades” and “Persephone” in and of themselves
were able to evoke such strong sentiments of menace that they were avoided in
many ritual contexts.⁸² According to Johnston, these and other cultural evocations
are endemic to long-standing and far-reaching narratives—what she calls
“myths.”⁸³ In Johnston’s words:
…by drawing its actors from a pool of characters whose names are already associated with well-
known histories and personalities, a myth is able to gesture toward a great deal more than it
states; it can invoke ideas or themes that need not (and sometimes should not) be made explic-
it.⁸⁴
For Johnston, therefore, “myth” has a special capacity to reference metonymically a
wide range of associations on account of the pervasiveness of its characters and
other narrative elements within its cultural context.
Johnston’s approach to myth certainly has implications for metonymic reference
as it pertains to the apotropaic, exorcistic, and curative uses of names, especially
names of famous figures associated with long-standing traditions.⁸⁵ In particular,
her contention that mere references to the names Demeter, Persephone, and Hades
could “gesture toward” a wide range of cultural associations adds another layer of
complexity to invocations of the name “Jesus (Christ)” on amulets and recipes, par-
ticularly when the name is mentioned with little nuance.⁸⁶ For instance, in PGM
IV.3007–46—a recipe from “Pibechis” for the demon-possessed—we find the follow-
ing adjuration (ὁρκισμός), “I adjure you according to the god of the Hebrews, Jesus,
 On Greek amulets that utilize the name Jesus, see de Bruyn b. In my essay, I am not con-
cerned with the use of onomata barbara and related naming practices in ancient “magic.” For a dis-
cussion of the magical power of such names, see Gordon , –.
 Johnston . As Johnston highlights, there was no Ur-myth of Demeter (Johnston , ).
 Johnston , . Johnston argues that the euphemistic names also carried these associations;
however, for Johnston, euphemistic names “privileged the gods’ milder sides” (Johnston , ).
 Johnston argues that such evocations are not present in novels since their characters are not as
well known (Johnston , ).
 Johnston , .
 Johnston suggests that evocations were associated with other “mythic” figures (Johnston ,
–).
 See also Johnston’s contribution to this volume. On the philosophical speculations about names
by certain Jews and Christians during late antiquity, see Janowitz , –.
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Iaba Iaê Abraôth… (ὁρκίζω σε κατὰ τοῦ θεοῦ τῶν Ἑβραίων Ἰησοῦ Ιαβα Ιαη
A᾿βραώθ…).”⁸⁷ This adjuration is the first in a series of several adjurations, which,
when taken together, cross the scholarly boundaries between “Jewish,” “Christian,”
and “Pagan” ritual practices.⁸⁸ What I would like to emphasize for the concerns at
hand is that the use of the name Jesus in this recipe suggests that the practitioner
associated him (and the others), in some way, with exorcism. Another example is
the simple use of Jesus Christ on P. Oxy. VIII 1152, an amulet from fifth-or sixth-cen-
tury CE Oxyrhynchus: “Hôr, Hôr, Phôr, Elôei, Adônai, Iaô, Sabaôth, Michaêl, Jesus
Christ. Help us and this house. Amen (Ὡρ, Ὡρ, Φωρ, Ἐλωεί, A᾿δωναί, Ἰάω, Σαβαώθ,
Μιχαήλ, Ἰεσοῦ Χριστέ· βοήθι ἡμῖν καὶ τούτῳ οἴκῳ. ἀμήν).” In this case, the name
Jesus Christ (among other names) must have evoked notions of divine assistance
and probably protection. But both of these examples raise a basic, but important,
question: how did the name Jesus (Christ) relate to exorcism and/or protection?
In order to answer this question, it is instructive to reflect on the “magical” use
of myth. In his classic analysis of the magical historiola, David Frankfurter offered a
three-tiered approach to myth:
[myth is] (1) the abstract set of concepts and relations that might crystallize around or into (2)
certain figures, names, places, or folklore motifs according to a culture’s current circumstances,
and then come into being within (3) a variety of performative settings according to a variety of
forms that range from priestly liturgy…to scribal mythography…to historiolae, drama, sculpture,
or painting.⁸⁹
To appropriate this model for the present discussion, the use of the name Jesus Christ
in a ritual performance (tier three) is contingent upon culturally specific articulations
(tier two) of abstractions, such as divine protection (tier one or the “myth”). It is
Frankfurter’s tier two that is of special interest for my present concerns. For Frank-
furter, cultural manifestations of abstract myths (tier two) provide an “authoritative
discourse of precedent.”⁹⁰ From this perspective, therefore, Jesus and the other
names mentioned in PGM IV.3007–46 and P. Oxy.VIII 1152 offer culturally authorita-
tive precedents of the “myth,” presumably that the divine has power over the demon-
ic world. Yet the name Jesus Christ can only offer a meaningful precedent—by defi-
nition—in relation to specific events or settings.⁹¹ To invoke Jesus Christ, therefore, is
 The title of the recipe reads, “For those possessed, from Pibechis, a real one” (πρὸς
δαιμονιαζομένους Πιβήχεως δόκιμον).” Translation taken from LiDonnici , .
 On the problems with classifying this recipe as “Jewish,” “Christian, “Pagan,” see Knox ,
; LiDonnici , –. For general problems with classifying ritual artifacts in accordance
with language of religious identification, see LiDonnici , –; Sanzo a, –.
For analysis of the seal of Solomon, which is among the elements conjured in this recipe, see the
paper by Raʿanan Boustan and Michael Beshay in this volume.
 Frankfurter , .
 Frankfurter , .
 On the intersection of divine names, ritual power, and aretalogy on amulets, see Vikan , ;
Luijendijk b, –.
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not simply to invoke a name or even the person/divinity (in an abstract sense),⁹² but
also to summon authoritative precedents—connected with the name—that have ana-
logical value for the present situation.⁹³ In this vein, the inclusion of the name Jesus
Christ on a given ritual text bears witness not only to abstract associations, such as
protection or healing, but also to tacit precedents that impregnated these abstrac-
tions with concrete relevance and significance.⁹⁴
But the use of the name Jesus Christ for apotropaic, curative, or exorcistic pur-
poses likely “worked” in conjunction with traditions about him that would be unrec-
ognizable to us. Indeed, the creative interpretation of the crucifixion story on Brit.
Lib. Or. 6796(4), 6796 ought to remind us that the traditions, which buttressed the
name Jesus Christ, probably did not always correspond with our canonical stories
in a one-to-one fashion. Rather, all indications suggest that the name Jesus could
be linked to past episodes from his life and ministry—derived, inter alia, from the
biblical or parabiblical sources, ritual settings (e.g., the liturgy), the mind of the
practitioner—or perhaps could even be connected with contemporary or recently
past “real life” stories in which Jesus was believed to have healed such-and-such
a client. Indeed, the juxtaposition of Jesus’ name with the various divine names in
PGM IV.3007–46 and P. Oxy. VIII 1152 (referenced above) is indicative of a complex
and creative world of evocations and, consequently, metonymic references that
only partially intersects with our canonical Gospels.⁹⁵
IV Conclusions
In this paper, I examined the crucifixion tradition as presented on Brit. Lib. Or. 6796
(4), 6796. I first highlighted how the ritual specialist who produced this text created
an innovative and highly complex weave of traditions; the practitioner not only jux-
taposed diverse elements from the canonical Gospels, but he or she also incorporat-
ed a host of elements from non-canonical sources and even manufactured new de-
tails out of whole cloth. Having demonstrated the complexity and creativity of Brit.
 Thus, the names do more than merely “stand for” the entity (cf. Janowitz , ).
 For the importance of analogy in “magical” rituals, see Sørensen ; Schneider ; Salzer
.
 Johnston likewise notes that a well-known name has the capacity to evoke “a core of collectively
shared history and traits that lie behind the name” (Johnston , ).
 In my estimation, therefore, there was considerable overlap between the ritual function of Jesus’
name and that of the Gospel incipits (for discussion, see Sanzo a, –). Differences between
these ritual practices were probably limited to issues of emphasis and/or additional associations—
perhaps the dimension of the authority of scripture was stressed more forcefully in the case of the
Gospel incipits, while the person of Jesus was more proximate and viscerally marked in the case of
the ritual use of his name. Such possible differences in emphasis notwithstanding, both were con-
cerned primarily with Jesus and both operated—at least in part—analogically on the basis of stories
about him, some of which may be unrecognizable to us.
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Lib. Or. 6796(4), 6796, I then commented on the relationship between authoritative
traditions and metonymy in so-called “magical” contexts. I argued that the manifold
ways that ritual specialists engaged with biblical traditions, exemplified by Brit. Lib.
Or. 6796(4), 6796, suggests that biblical traditions would have also been invoked in
complex and unpredictable ways. Thus, we should not presume that the precedents
that were invoked by the name Jesus Christ would have always corresponded to can-
onical pericopes or even to other traditions known to scholars. In fact, much of the
evidence points in the opposite direction—to a realm of evocation and metonymic
reference that only occasionally overlaps with traditions as they have been handed
down to us.
On a more general level, the forgoing analysis has sought to demonstrate that
there was a certain hermeneutical and evocative instability to at least some well-es-
tablished and authoritative traditions during late antiquity that—perhaps ironically—
was tied to their ubiquity and authority. As “magical” artifacts and monastic litera-
ture teach us, popularity and significance do not necessarily enshrine a tradition or
its original meaning, but may actually increase a tradition’s susceptibility for reinter-
pretation and even creative reimagining—albeit within socially contingent frame-
works.⁹⁶ In this sense, authoritative traditions may represent the reverse of the Pau-
line slogan: when they are strong they are weak (cf. 2 Cor 12:10).
 As Elizabeth Clark notes, “‘high’ texts…encourage the proliferation of meaning beyond authorial
intention” (Clark , ).
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Appendix:
Translation of Brit. Lib. Or. 6796(4), 6796⁹⁷
Section 1: Trishagion and Prayer of Jesus on the Cross (ll. 1–10)
[Holy,⁹⁸ Ho]ly, Holy.⁹⁹
The prayer of Jesus Christ that he proclaim¦[ed upon] the cro[s]s, cryi[ng out]
(and) saying, “Elôei¹⁰⁰ ¦ [Elôei La]m[a Saba]ktani Marmarimari,”¹⁰¹ that is ¦ “God,
my god, why have you abandoned me?” Some of them ¦¦(5) [s]aid, “Elias,” others, “Jer-
emias.” One ¦ of [t]hem took a sponge and dipped it in vinegar, and he (Jesus) took a
taste. ¦ He said, “My father, all things have been com[plet]ed,” and at once he gave
up ¦ the spirit. Heaven opened, the earth quaked, and the bo[nes] of those who had ¦
d[i]ed arose. In their bodies they went to Jerusalem, and they went (back) ¦¦(10) into
the tomb.
Section 2: Jesus and the Unicorn (ll. 10–23)
I am Jesus Christ. I took to myself a ¦ cup of water in my hand and gave an in-
vocation over it ¦ in the name of Marmarthi,¹⁰² the force (ⲇⲩⲛⲁⲙⲓⲥ) which stands be-
fore ¦ the father, the great power (ϭⲟⲙ) of Barbaraôth, the right ¦ [forear]m of Baraba,
the cloud of light which stands ¦¦(15) before Iaô Sabaôth. So I poured my cup ¦ of water
down into the sea, and it divided in the middle. I looked ¦ down and saw a unicorn
(ⲡⲁⲡⲓⲧ̈ⲁⲡ ⲛⲟⲩⲱⲧ), who was lying on a golden ¦ field; the one (the unicorn) who is
named Sappathai.¹⁰³
 The following translation is a slightly modified version of Marvin Meyer’s translation of Brit. Lib.
Or. (),  in Meyer and Smith , –. In order to avoid confusing line numbers with
footnotes, I have placed line numbers in parentheses in intervals of .
 Kropp postulated that ⲥⳁⲥ was written immediately before the Trishagion on Brit. Lib. Or. ()
(Kropp a, ). Meyer followed Kropp in this assumption (Meyer and Smith , ). It should
be highlighted, however, that there are no traces of these characters in the manuscript—at least not in
its current state of preservation. Nevertheless, there is a sequence of visible decorative lines above the
written text on Brit. Lib. Or. ().
 Meyer translates the Trishagion here back into Latin, “[Sanctus, Sanctus], Sanctus” (Meyer and
Smith , ).
 Meyer’s translation incorrectly reads, “Eloi” (Meyer and Smith , ).
 See n.  above.
 Kropp and Meyer reconstruct this name as ⲙⲙ̅ⲁ̅ⲣⲙ̅̅ⲁ ̅ⲣⲟ̅ⲓ̅ ̅ (Kropp a, ; Meyer and Smith ,
); however, traces of the horizontal line of the theta are visible in the manuscript.
 Since both “unicorn” (ⲡⲁⲡⲓⲧ̈ⲁⲡ ⲛⲟⲩⲱⲧ) and “field” (ϩⲟⲓ)̈ are masculine, it is not entirely clear
which noun is named Sappathai (ⲡⲁⲓ ̈ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲉⲣⲟϥ : ϫⲉ ⲥⲁⲡ̅ⲡ̅ⲁ ̅ⲑⲁ̅̅ⲓ)̅. Meyer’s translation leaves the
matter unresolved: “…a unicorn lying on a golden field that is named Sappathai” (Meyer and
Smith , ). My translation reflects Kropp’s plausible view that the “unicorn” is “Sappathai”
(Kropp , , §).
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He spoke ¦ to me, saying, “Who are you? If thus you stand ¦¦(20) in this body or this
flesh, you have not been given into my hand.”
I spoke ¦ to him saying, “I am I(sra)êl Êl, the force (ⲇⲩⲛⲁⲙⲓⲥ) of Iaô ¦ Sabaôth, the
great power (ϭⲟⲙ) of Barbaraôth.”
So he ¦ hid himself from before me.
Section 3: Invocations (ll. 23–30)
By (ϩⲛ̅)¹⁰⁴ the power of the six other names that ¦ the father uttered over the head
of his beloved son when he was hanged ¦¦(25) upon the cross, saying, “My true name is
Pharmen ¦ Eiboubar Sich Tach Saba Chirinou.”
By the power ¦ of Heretimos, by the power of Hikousad, by the power of Harmi-
chousad, ¦ by the power of Pharmen, the messenger of the father, by the power of ¦
Senkeber Kankitha, by the power of Orphaneutê and the power ¦¦(30) of Orphamiêl, the
great finger of the right hand of the father. ¦
Section 4: Adjuration of the Father and Various Angels (ll. 31–45)
Arouse yourself, father, in the seventh heaven and the fourteenth ¦ firmament,
and send me Jesus Christ, your only begotten son, ¦ that he may seal my body and
this bowl (ϭⲁⲗⲁϩⲧ),¹⁰⁵ for what you will bless ¦ will be under the blessing, that he
may cast out every ¦¦(35) unclean spirit of the defiled aggressor, from a hundred
years ¦ downward and twenty-one miles around, whether ¦ a male demon (ⲧ̣ⲉⲙⲟⲛ)
or a female demon (ⲧⲉⲙⲟⲛ), whether a male ¦(6796) potion¹⁰⁶ or a female ¦ spell, or a
demon that is empty, ignorant, ¦¦(40) defiled.
I adjure you, father, by Orpha, that is ¦ your entire body, and Orphamiêl, that is
the great finger ¦ of your right hand, that you send me Jesus Christ ¦ and the seven
archangels, whose names are ¦ Michaêl, Gabriêl, Suriêl, Asuêl, Raguêl, ¦¦(45) Raphaêl,
Saraphuêl. ¦
Section 5: The Offering (ll. 46–48)
O(ffering): charcoal from olive wood; ¦ censer of white clay; genuine (olive) oil for
a lamp; wild frankincense; ¦ wild mastic; gourd; storax; calamus extract. ¦
 In this section, Marvin Meyer translates the preposition ϩⲛ̅ as “in” (Meyer and Smith , );
however, I think the English “by” communicates more effectively the mechanistic sense of ϩⲛ̅ here.
 Cf. l. .
 It should be noted that, contrary to this translation, Brit. Lib. Or. () ends with ⲫⲁⲣⲙⲁⲕⲟ ̅
and Brit. Lib. Or.  begins with ⲛ̅ϩⲟⲟⲩⲧ. This discrepancy between text and translation, of course,
simply reflects distinctions between Coptic and English syntaxes.
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Section 6: The Preparation of the Bowl (ll. 49–52)
The preparation of the bowl (ϭⲁⲗⲁϩⲧ):¹⁰⁷ myrtle—7; bay leaves—7; ¦¦(50) purple
mint (?); baked (safflower?) mint; thorns (?)—7; virgin ¦ palm leaves—7; wood of Abra-
ham—7; garland or Artemisia ¦ upon the bowl. ¦
Section 7: The Drawing of the Crucifixion and Names in
Ring-script (ll. 53–59)¹⁰⁸
(with rings) J(ESU)S C(HRIS)T ¦ BÊTH BÊTHA ¦¦(55) BÊTHA IAÔ SABAÔTH ADÔNAI
¦ ELÔEIU MICHAÊL GABRIÊL RAPHAÊL SURIÊL ASOUÊL RAGOUÊL SARAPHUÊL
((drawing of crucifixion)
(title on the cross)
¦ The king
(on the crown:)
AEÊ
(name of thieves:)
¦ Gêstas ¦ Dêmas
Section 8: Final Instructions (ll. 60–65)
¦¦(60) Troglodytic myrrh. ¦
Draw two figures (ⲥⲱⲧⲓⲟⲛ [read ⲍⲱⲇⲓⲟⲛ]),¹⁰⁹ ¦ one for the bowl (ϭⲁⲗⲁϩⲧ), one ¦ for
your neck.
Bricks: three, ¦ under the bowl without handles. Purity. Put ¦¦(65) royal salt around
you.
 Meyer unhelpfully translates ϭⲁⲗⲁϩⲧ here as “pot,” thus obscuring the connection that the prac-
titioner makes between the ϭⲁⲗⲁϩⲧ in l.  that Jesus is supposed to seal (along with the client’s
body) and the ϭⲁⲗⲁϩⲧ here that is to be prepared (Meyer and Smith , ).
 In order to avoid unnecessary confusion, I follow Kropp’s line numbers for this section (Kropp
a, ; Meyer and Smith , ); however, it should be noted that Kropp divided the lines in
this section rather arbitrarily.
 This spelling is also used on Brit. Lib. Or. , l.  (ⲡⲉⲕⲥⲱⲧⲓⲟⲛ).
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